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to suppress victim’s in-court identification of defendant; whether trial court
improperly failed to suppress victim’s identifications of defendant under article
first, § 8, of state constitution on basis of Supreme Court’s modification in State
v. Harris (330 Conn. 91) of reliability standard in Biggers with respect to admissi-
bility of eyewitness identification testimony, whether trial court’s application of
Biggers factors was harmless; claim that unconscious transference—mistaken
tdentity of face seen in one context as face seen in another context—was fatal to
trial court’s application of Biggers; whether evidence was sufficient to support
defendant’s conviction as against deceased victim; claim that jury could not have
reasonably inferred that second victim knew that deceased victim had cash and
cell phone in car prior to search of vehicle by defendant and accomplice, and that
defendant, his accomplice or both had taken deceased victim’s cash and cell phone;
claim that defendant could have been convicted of robbery in first degree only as
accessory; whether evidence was sufficient to prove that defendant acted as princi-
pal during robbery; whether trial court abused its discretion in denying motion
to disqualify trial judge, who had presided at prioy trial of defendant’s accomplice,
ruled on accomplice’s motion to suppress and indicated admiration for victim
who testified against accomplice and against defendant.
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